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Regulatory Impact Review
1.0 Introduction

This document contains the Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (RIR/IRFA)
for a proposed amendment to regulations that govern management of Pacific halibut Stenolepis hippoglossus
Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) and Community Development Quota (CDQ) fisheries in and off North Pacific
Halibut Convention waters of Alaska. This RIR is required under Presidential Executive Order (E.O.) 12866
(58 FR 51735; October 4, 1993). The requirements for all regulatory actions specified in E.O. 12866 are
summarized in the following statement from the order:

In deciding whether and how to regulate, agencies should assess all costs and benefits of available
regulatory alternatives, including the alternative of not regulating. Costs and benefits shall be
understood to include both quantifiable measures (to the fullest extent that these can be usefully
estimated) and qualitative measures of costs and benefits that are difficult to quantify, but nonetheless
essential to consider. Further, in choosing among alternative regulatory approaches agencies should
select those approaches that maximize net benefits (including potential economic, environmental,
public health and safety, and other advantages; distributive impacts; and equity), unless a statute
requires another regulatory approach.

E.O. 12866 requires that the Office of Management and Budget review proposed regulatory programs that
are considered to be “significant.” A “significant regulatory action” is one that is likely to:

* Have an annual effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversely affect in a material way
the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, local or tribal governments
or communities;

» Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

» Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the rights
and obligations of recipients thereof; or

» Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in this Executive Order.

1.1 Problem in the Fishery

The halibut IFQ and CDQ fisheries began in 1995. Participants have recently found that certain regulatory
restrictions may impede the total harvest of their annual allocations and the further development of their local
community-based halibut fisheries. One impediment to harvesting the respective allocations is the regulatory
prohibition against harvesting halibut IFQ or CDQ in a regulatory area other than the area for which the quota
is allocated.

Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association (CBSFA) representing St. Paul and Aleutian Pribilof Island
Community Development Association (APICDA) representing St. George only have separate halibut CDQ
allocations for Area 4C. Those allocations were intended to encourage the development of local fisheries, but
limits the development of near-shore fisheries because small vessels can not safely fish far from those two
communities. Federal regulations specify that the halibut CDQ is allocated to communities within, or in close
proximity to, the regulatory area, thus encouraging the development of local fisheries. Efforts to utilize
halibut for the direct benefit of local residents through small boat fisheries was encouraged through
adjustments recommended by the State of Alaska to the halibut allocations. In addition to the performance
and objective factors used in the evaluation criteria, halibut allocations are based partially on the proximity
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of the groups to those fisheries. Residents of both Pribilof Islands (along with non-residents) also hold Area
4C halibut IFQ.

According to Gilroy and Kong (2003), the total halibut IFQ catch was 59.6 M Ib, 96 percent of the catch limit
was taken. In Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, and 4A, harvesters took 97 percent of the respective quotas. In Area 4B,
harvesters took 96 percent of the quota. In the combined 4D/E area, harvesters took 96 percent of the
combined quota. However, harvest rates were much lower in Area 4C. Since 1995, Area 4C has ranged
between 79 and 88 percent of the quota, except in 1997 when it was at 95 percent below the 1.1 M Ib quota.
Only about 60 percent was taken in 2002. Area 4C harvesters landed just 42 percent of their IFQ halibut
allocation, compared to a statewide average of 97 percent, in 2003. The CDQ fishery also was unable to attain
its allocation. Only 45 percent of Area 4C CDQ halibut was landed. Loss of potential income was substantial.

In December 2003, CBSFA requested that the Council initiate a regulatory amendment to allow Area 4C
fishermen to also harvest halibut from Area 4D and count it against their Area 4C IFQs. The Council adopted
the proposed action for analysis. Additional alternatives to review and revise the entire Area 4CDE catch
sharing plan were discussed by the Council, its Scientific and Statistical Committee, Advisory Panel, the
Alaska Native Halibut Subsistence Working Group, and the public, but was ultimately rejected by the Council
in June 2004 in favor of more expeditiously addressing the local fishing needs of Area 4C IFQ and CDQ
fishermen. During initial review in October 2004, the Council rejected an option to allow Area 4D fishermen
to harvest Area 4D IFQ and CDQ in Area 4C because it found it unlikely that Area 4D fishermen would
relocate fishing effort to Area 4C, which has much lower fishing success. It also found that the halibut
population in Area 4C may not be able to withstand additional fishing pressure from Area 4D fishermen.

The proposed action is intended to allow additional harvesting opportunities for the small boat halibut IFQ
and CDQ fisheries in Area 4C. It would require approval of revisions to the Area 4 catch sharing plan (CSP)
and NMFS regulations by the Secretary of Commerce and complementary action by the International Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) in January 2005. Representatives from four groups representing St. Paul
fishermen (CBSFA, TDX Corporation, Tribal Government of St. Paul, and Aleutian Pribilof Island
Association) and two St. Paul fishermen testified on the economic emergency facing local fishermen and the
speed with which they are requesting the regulatory changes become effective.

Typically, a change to the CSP and NMFS regulations would need to be implemented by the Secretary prior
to IPHC action to revise its regulations. The Council will select a preferred alternative during final action
in December 2004. Since the IPHC meets only once each year to consider revisions to its regulations and
Secretarial action cannot be prejudged, the Council may elect to request that the IPHC revise its regulations
at its January 2005 meeting on the condition of Secretarial approval and that no legal or implementation
problems are foreseen. If the Secretary disapproves the preferred alternative, then the condition of Secretarial
approval will not be satisfied and the revised IPHC regulation would have no effect.

In June 2004, the Council adopted the following problem statement.

During the 2003 fishing season, Area 4C fishermen landed just 42 percent of their IFQ halibut allocation
compared to a statewide average of 97 percent. Only 45 percent of Area 4C CDQ halibut was landed. Loss
of potential income was significant. This proposed change is intended to allow additional harvesting
opportunities for the small boat halibut CDQ fishery in St. Paul and St. George to travel to Area 4D to
harvest Area 4C quota.

1.2 Management Authority

Management of the Alaska halibut fishery is based on an international agreement between Canada and the
United States and is given effect by the Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982. The Act provides that, for the
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halibut fishery off Alaska, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) may develop regulations,
including limited access regulations, to govern the fishery, provided that the Council’s actions are in addition
to, and not in conflict with, regulations adopted by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC).
Further, any Council action must be approved and implemented by the U.S. Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary).

Regulations implementing the commercial Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) fishery for Pacific halibut may
be found at Part 679: Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska Subpart D, Sections 679.41
through 679.45. Regulations implementing the Western Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ)
fishery may be found at Part 679, Subpart C: 679.30, 679.31(b), 679.32(f), and 679.1(e), 679.5(n), 679.5(1),
and 679.7(d).

1.3 Management Background

IPHC Area 4

Up until 1982, halibut in the Bering | . - y
Sea/Aleutian Islands were managed in w - T ¥ - A 1|
one large area - Area 4. In 1983, the | =i
IPHC split it up into four subareas:
Areas4A, 4B, 4C, and 4D, and reduced
the size of the Halibut Closed Area
(Figure 1.1). The split into four |
subareas occurred because of “. .. the
staff wanting to achieve a distribution || !
of catch that more nearly corresponds ||

to the productivity of the area” (IPHC ||

1983). Williams (pers. commun.) A

reports that a majority of the Area 4 “_'_ NOBTH PACIFIC OCEAN L
harvest was harvested from one small || .
area in the eastern Aleutian Islands || | | i R ._. _
around Dutch Harbor at the time. | 1 88 18et L ' 122

Figure 1.1. IPHC Area 4 boundaries in 1983.

The original (1983) Area 4C was quite | Areq 4A all waters west of Area 3B and of the Bering Sea closed
large, essentially covering what is now area, south of 56°20' N. latitude, and east of 172° W.
Areas 4C and 4D. In 1986, IPHC longitude

revised Area 4C nearly identical to its Area 4B all waters west of Area 4A, and south of 56°20' N. latitude
current configuration to facilitate Area 4C all waters north of the closed area, and of Area 4A, and
special fishing privileges granted to the east of a line extending northwest from a point at 56°20' N.

local residents of the Pribilof Islands and 170° 00" W.

by the US Government via the Area 4D all waters north of Areas 4A and 4B, and west of Area 4C.
authority of the Northern Pacific

Halibut Act of 1982 (Sadorus and St-Pierre 1994). The Act allowed the government to allocate fishing
privileges to coastal villages in the Bering Sea north of 56° latitude (McCaughran and Hoag 1992 [Tech Rep
26]). Up to 1995 when the IFQ program was initially implemented, the IPHC set fishing regulations for Area
4C using very short fishing periods and fishing period limits which made it difficult for nonresident vessels
to fish in Area 4C, to accommodate the original intent of the US government.

Halibut IFQ program
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The halibut IFQ fishery has been
described by Pautzke and Oliver
(1997), Hartley and Fina (2001a, b),
and the annual Report to the Fleet
(NMFS 2003).

In December 1991, the Council
adopted a limited access system for
managing the halibut fishery in and off
Alaska under authority of the Halibut
Act. This limited access system
included an Individual Fishing Quota
(IFQ) program for Areas 2C through
4D, and the CDQ program for Areas
4B through 4E (Figure 1.2). These A
programs were designed to allocate
specific harvesting privileges among
U.S. fishermen and eligible western
Alaska communities to resolve
management and conservation
problems associated with “open access” fishery management, and to promote the development of fishery-
based economic opportunities in western Alaska. The IFQ and CDQ programs initially were implemented
by regulations published in the Federal Register on November 9, 1993 (58 FR 59375). Fishing for halibut
under these two programs began March 15, 1995.

Figure 1.2 IPHC Regulatory Area 4

The IFQ approach was chosen to provide fishermen with the authority to decide how much and what type
of investment they wished to make to harvest the resource. By guaranteeing a certain amount of catch at the
beginning of the season, and by extending the season over a period of eight months, those who held the IFQ
could determine where and when to fish, how much gear to deploy, and how much overall investment in
harvesting they would make.

Western Alaska Community Development Quota Program

The Western Alaska Community Development Table 1.1. Annual apportionment of the area 4 catch limit

Quota (CDQ) Program was created by the Council between the IFQ and CDQ sectors.
in 1992 as part of the inshore/offshore allocations of :
pollock in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Halibut subarea | IFQ sector | CDQ sector
(BSAI). Upon its implementation in 1995, the
halibut IFQ program officially extended the CDQ A 100% 0%
program to halibut. Western Alaskan communities 4B 80% 20%
were allocated between 20 and 100 percent of the
halibut in Bering Sea management Areas 4B 4C 50% 50%
through 4E (Table 1.1). The halibut CDQ reserves

4D 70% 30%

are divided among eligible CDQ communities in

accordance with Community Development Plans AE 0 100%

(CDP) submitted by CDQ groups, reviewed by the
State of Alaska, and approved by NMFS.

The CDQ Program is jointly managed by NMFS and the State of Alaska, based on a program design
developed by the Council and implemented by NMFS in 1992. Currently, 65 communities are eligible to
participate in the CDQ Program (Appendix 1), representing about 27,000 western Alaska residents. These
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communities are located within 50 nautical miles of the Bering Sea coast or on an island in the Bering Sea
and are predominantly populated by Alaska Natives (Appendix 2). The eligible communities have formed
six non-profit corporations (CDQ groups) to manage and administer allocations, investments, and economic
development projects (Table 1.2).

Table 1.2 Community Development Quota Groups and number of associated communities

Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association APICDA 6 communities
Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation BBEDC 17 communities
Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association CBSFA 1 community
Coastal Villages Region Fund CVRF 20 communities
Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation NSEDC 15 communities
Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association YDEDA 6 communities
Total CDQ communities 65

The CDQ Program was established to provide fishermen who reside in western Alaska communities a fair
and reasonable opportunity to participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands groundfish fisheries, to expand
their participation in salmon, herring, and other near shore fisheries, and to help alleviate the growing social
economic crisis within these communities. Through the creation and implementation of CDPs, western Alaska
communities will be able to diversify their local economies, provide community residents with new
opportunities to obtain stable, long-term employment, and participate in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
fisheries which have been foreclosed to them because of the high capital investment needed to enter the
fishery. The goals and purpose of the CDQ Program are to allocate CDQ to eligible western Alaska
communities to provide the means for starting or supporting commercial fisheries business activities that will
result in an ongoing, regionally-based, fisheries-related economy.

Since 1992, the CDQ groups have accumulated assets worth approximately $129 million, including
ownership of small local processing plants, catcher vessels, and catcher/processors that participate in the
groundfish, crab, salmon, and halibut fisheries. The CDQ Program has surpassed the expectations of many
people in accomplishing its goals, and the CDQ groups have gained valuable experience in managing their
fisheries and related investments. The groups have used their CDQ allocations to develop local fisheries,
invest in a wide range of fishing businesses outside the communities, and provide residents with education,
training, and job opportunities in the fishing industry.

The Council and NMFS allocate a portion of the BSAI | 2002 CDQ Royalties by Species
halibut, as well as groundfish, prohibited species, and

crab limits to these groups. The communities must use -
the proceeds derived from the direct or indirect harvest 6%
of CDQ allocations to start or support commercial
fishery activities that will result in ongoing, regionally
based commercial fishery or related businesses.
Halibut royalties for all CDQ groups totaled 1% of all
CDQ royalties in 2002 (Figure 1.3) (from DCED
2003). Total halibut royalties totaled approximately
$464,000 (DCED 2003). More detailed information T
about the CDQ program and associated halibut |
revenues to communities may be found in DCED Figure 1.3. 2002 CDQ royalties by species.
(2003) and NPFMC (2004). (Source: DCED 2003)

Allocation and Catch Sharing

4% 1%

@ Pollock

| ® Pcod

O Opilio

|C1BB Red King
| = Halibut
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Clark and Hare (2003) described a major change in
the 2003 assessment for Pacific halibut, which was
adopted by the IPHC for 2004. Additional changes
to the assessment, with resultant changes in biomass
estimates and the “constant exploitation yield”
(CEY or *“quota” in Council parlance) are
anticipated over the next several years. The
adoption of a new set of length-specific commercial
selectivities produced much lower estimates of
exploitable biomass than the fixed age-specific
selectivities previously used in the models.
Previously, the IPHC calculated the quotas by
applying the established 20 percent harvest rate to
exploitable biomass. The IPHC reported that the 20
percent rate is no longer appropriate since it
changed the selectivities. A new set of simulations
with the new, lower selectivities can be expected to
lead to a higher target harvest rate, but that work
has not yet been done. For the 2003 quota
calculations, the IPHC adopted a provisional target
harvest rate of 25 percent for Areas 2 and 3. The
IPHC applied the 20 percent rate for Area 4 because
of uncertainty about the long-term productivity of
the Bering Sea/Aleutians region relative to the Gulf
of Alaska. The resulting estimates of quota (Table
1.3) are considerably higher than in 2004 in Areas
2A, 2B, and especially 2C. The quota is a little

Table 1.3. Removals in 2003 and estimates of CEY

in 2004 (M net Ib). (Source: IPHC)

4CDE 2003 setline CEY at 20%*2 10.82
2003 catch limit 4.45
2003 Commercial landings® 3.25
Other removals

Sport Catch 0.00

Legal Sized bycatch 2.56

Personal Use 0.00

Legal Size Wastage 0.01
Total Other removals 2.57

Excluding sport catch --
Total removals 5.82
2004 Exploitable biomass* 30.00
2004 total CEY at 20% 6.00
2004 Setline CEY® 3.40
Notes:

1. Estimates of 2003 setline CEY (first row) are the
figures reported in the 2002 assessment.

2. In Area 2A the setline CEY and catch limit include sport
catch and treaty subsistence catch.

3. Commercial landings include IPHC survey and other
research catches, which can result in small overages.

4. 2004 exploitable biomass is computed with a new set of
length-specific selectivities that are lower than the age-
specific selectivities used in the 1999-2002
assessments, so these figures are not comparable with

last year’s exploitable biomass estimates.

lower in Area 3A. However, the quotas are much
lower (half or less) in Areas 3B and 4 because of
the new, lowered selectivities, and the continued
use of a 20 percent harvest rate in Area 4.

The IPHC assesses the halibut in Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E as a single stock unit. Because it cannot do an
analytical assessment for Area 4C/D/E, the IPHC continues to use survey based estimates scaled to adjoining
areas for the combined area (Clark and Hare 2003). In the past, the IPHC scaled the combined area to Area
3A because that was the nearest area with an analytical estimate. Since the development of an analytical
estimate for Area 4A in 2003, the IPHC now estimates the Area 4C/D/E biomass as 142 percent of the Area
4A biomass. The combined area guota is subsequently broken out by subarea according to the Council’s
Catch Sharing Plan (CSP).

The CSP for Area 4 originally was developed by the Council to apportion the halibut quota for Area 4 among
its five subareas as necessary to carry out the socioeconomic objectives of the IFQ and CDQ programs. The
Area 4 CSP was published in the Federal Register on March 20, 1996 (61 FR 11337), and implemented by
the IPHC that same year.

NMFS subsequently modified the Area 4 CSP to remove Areas 4A and 4B from the CSP on March 17, 1998
(63 FR 13000), based on Council and IPHC recommendations. This change was to allow the IPHC to set
quotas for these two areas and a combined Area 4C/D/E according to its revised area specific biomass-based
methodology. The IPHC considers Areas 4A, 4B, and 4C/D/E to each have a separate halibut population; no
biological distinction occurs among the 4C, 4D, and 4E subareas. A complete description of the revisions to
the Area 4 CSP, catch limit apportionments, and geographical description of each subarea was published in
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the Federal Register on January 12, 1998 (63 FR 1812). These modifications were approved March 17, 1998
(63 FR 13000).

Since its implementation in 1998, the CSP _
framework has been applied to the annual | Table 1.4 Catch Sharing Plan for Area 4CDE.
combined Area 4C/D/4E quota established by the

. : Area Percent of Area 4 CEY
IPHC (Table 1.4). A direct allocation of 80,000 Ib | A .. s~ Area 4C-E CEY - 80,000 + 46.43%

is made to Area 4E in the revised CSP when the
. Area 4D Area 4C-E CEY - 80,000 + 46.43%
Area 4C-E catch limit is greater than 1,657,600 Ib. Area AE 80,000 + 7.14%

The purpose was to provide CDQ fishermen in

Area 4E with additional harvesting opportunity.

The entire Area 4E catch limit is assigned to the CDQ reserve and subsequently allocated to qualifying CDQ
groups. The remainder of the combined catch limit is allocated: 46.43 percent to both Areas 4C and 4D and
7.14 percent to Area 4E.

In 1999, CDQ groups that received Area 4D quota expressed a desire to increase the amount of halibut CDQ
that could be harvested in their locally-based inshore halibut fishery by being allowed to harvest Area 4D
halibut CDQ in Area 4E. All four of these groups represent communities along the western Alaska coast,
ranging from Bristol Bay (south) to the Bering Strait (north). Almost all of the 56 communities represented
by these groups are adjacent to Area 4E: only two are in Area4D. In 1999, these groups approached the IPHC
and Council to request a change in regulations to harvest halibut CDQ allocated to Area 4D in Area 4E. The
IPHC had no objection to the request because it considers the halibut in Areas 4C, 4D,and 4E to be a single
stock unit.

That same year, the Council recommended that halibut CDQ issued in Area 4D be harvested in Area 4E. In
January 2002, the IPHC formally concurred with the Council’s recommendation because it considers the
halibut in Areas 4C, 4D,and 4E to be a single stock unit. The justification for the action was that residents
of communities represented by the two groups with only Area 4D halibut CDQ (NSEDC and YDFDA) must
travel extended distances offshore to harvest Area 4D halibut CDQ or the quota must be harvested by large,
non-local vessels. The fishery operated for three years under an enforcement waiver, as if the
recommendation was in effect, while the rule was under development. In 2000, the waiver allowed a
permeable boundary between the two areas. In 2001, the Council recommended and the enforcement waiver
was revised to allow only a one-way permeable boundary which allowed Area 4D harvest to occur in Area
4E. In 2003, the CSP in the regulations were formally amended by the Secretary to implement the one-way
allowance [68 FR 9902, March 3, 2003]. The final rule for the annual management measures for 2004 Pacific
halibut fisheries states, “. . . the total allowable catch of halibut that may be taken in the Area 4E directed
commercial fishery is equal to the combined annual catch limits specified for the Area 4D and Area 4E
Community Development Quotas. The annual Area 4D CDQ catch limit will decrease by the equivalent
amount of halibut CDQ taken in Area 4E in excess of the annual AreadE CDQ catch limit.”

Halibut IFQ harvest performance

Under the regulations established for the halibut IFQ program, the quota that is annually established for each
area by the IPHC is divided among qualified halibut quota share holders after allocations to the CDQ
program. Between 1995 and 2004, the annual halibut IFQ allocation ranged from 1,848,000 to 3,928,000 Ib
in Area 4B, 385,000 to 1,015,000 Ib in Area 4C, and 231,000 to 609,000 Ib in Area 4D (Table 1.5) There is
no IFQ allocation to Area 4E. While this action does not affect harvesters or quota in Area 4B, data for that
area is presented to compare the relatively low harvests in Area 4C.
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Table 1.5. Historical halibut IFQ allocations (net Ib) and percent harvest, 1995-2004 (Source: NMFS RAM).

Area 4B Area 4C Area 4D
Year Landings | Allocation | Harvest | Landings [ Allocation | Harvest | Landings | Allocation | Harvest
1995 87 | 1,848,000 68% 129 385,000 78% 30 539,000 80%
1996 82 | 1,848,000 89% 137 385,000 77% 37 539,000 90%
1997 119 | 2,784,000 92% 155 580,000 87% 37 812,000 93%
1998 71 | 2,800,000 74% 93 795,000 60% 24 | 1,113,000 76%
1999 120 | 3,184,000 87% 159 | 1,015,000 76% 36 | 1,421,000 92%
2000 176 | 3,928,000 92% 153 | 1,015,000 72% 42 | 1,421,000 97%
2001 193 | 3,928,000 90% 156 | 1,015,000 71% 38 | 1,421,000 96%
2002 176 | 3,344,000 96% 100 | 1,015,000 48% 45 | 1,421,000 96%
2003 151 | 3,344,000 90% 58 | 1,015,000 42% 37 | 1,421,000 100%
2004 NA | 2,248,000 NA NA 860,000 NA NA | 1,204,000 NA

Compared with a statewide average of 97 percent, Area 4C fishermen landed only 42 percent of their halibut
IFQ allocations in 2003. This also compares with 90 percent success rate in Area 4B and 100 percent, in Area
4D. Success rates have varied since 1995, although Area 4C has had consistently lower success rates than
adjacent fishing areas even across years when IFQ allocations have remained constant. The number of vessel
landings has declined from 159 in 1999 to 58 in 2003 under a stable annual quota of over 1 M Ib. The number
of vessel landings has remained stable (between 36-45) over the same period under a stable quota of 1.4 M
Ib. Average vessel landing size in the Area 4C IFQ fishery was 7,350 Ib, compared with over 38,000 Ib in
Area 4D.

Halibut CDQ harvest performance

Under the regulations established for the halibut IFQ and CDQ programs, the catch limit of halibut that is
annually established for each area by the IPHC is divided among qualified halibut quota share holders in both
programs. Between 1995 and 2004, the annual halibut CDQ reserve ranged from 385,000 to 1,015,000 Ib in
Area 4C (equal to the IFQ allocation under the 50:50 split) and 231,000 to 609,000 Ib in Area 4D (30 percent
allocation to the CDQ program) (Table 1.6).

The halibut CDQ reserves are divided among eligible CDQ communities in accordance with Community
Development Plans (CDP) submitted by CDQ groups and approved by the Secretary (Table 1.7). All six CDQ
groups have received halibut CDQ allocations in Areas 4C and 4D since 1995. Past and current allocations
recommended by the State of Alaska and approved by the Secretary have allocated Area 4C halibut CDQ to
only two groups, APICDA and CBSFA. For 2003-2005, APICDA holds15 percent (for its sole Area 4C
community of St. George) and CBSFA holds 85 percent (for St. Paul, its only community) of annual
allocations of Area 4C halibut CDQ. The Area 4C CDQ halibut allocation is substantial at approximately 1
million Ib. The only change in the halibut CDQ allocations between 2000-2002 and 2003-2005 was for Area
4C. In 2001 and 2002, CBSFA (representing St. Paul) was allocated 90 percent of the halibut 4C allocation
and APICDA (representing St. George) was allocated 10 percent. For 2003-2005, the State recommended a
5 percent increase in the area 4C halibut CDQ allocation to APICDA, because of the success that St. George
fisher